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Thank you for inviting me here and giving me this opportunity to speak
with you about the probable future of the Federal-aid highway program
that has helped provide the United States with the worlds finest highway
transportation system.
provide substance and direction for the post-Interstate
period are being advanced. Some of these proposals would
significantly modify the Federal-aid program as we know
it today.

At this moment, no one can predict precisely what
lies ahead, but pending legislation on which Congress is
now working gives us an inkling of what the future may
bring. I make no pretenses of being a Nostradamus, and
I have no crystal ball.

Because of their general interest, I would like to
briefly review some of the more important provisions of
two bills; one which has already been passed by the Senate
and another which has been reported out by the Public Works
Committee of the House of Representatives. Although the
1970 Federal-Aid Highway Act when finally enacted may
not incorporate some of these provisions, they are important as indicators of current congressional desires and
general public opinion.

However, before examining some of the legislative
proposals, I would like to look back at how the Federalaid program has aided Kentucky in building the roads it
needs. Please forgive me for using statistics.
Since 1956 when the Federal-Aid Highway Act as we
now know it was passed, $1. 3 billion has been invested
for improving Kentuckys roads that are on Federal-aid
systems. Of that amount, $975 million has been Federal
funds. The investment breaks down in this fashion:

Since President Eisenhower signed the Federal-Aid
Highway Act of 1956, authorizing completion of the Interstate System and initiating the Trust Fund concept for
highways, we have provided more than 11 trillion vehicle
miles of transportation over America's highways. Americans are today adding to this total at the rate of over a
trillion miles per year. During the 1956-1969 period,
more than four trillion ton-miles of commercial freight
were moved by highway.

Interstate Highway System projects completed from
July 1, 1956 to June 30, 1970 totaled $644. 3 million, of
which $570. 5 million was Federal funds. Projects are
underway or authorized for an estimated $179. 3 million,
with $158 . 8 million in Federal funds.
Projects completed since 1956 on other Federalaid systems which we call ABC, totaled $394. 6 million,
with the Federal share amounting to $197. 6 million.
Projects costing $97. 1 million, of which $47. 8 million
is the Federal share, are underway or authorized. Not
included in these figures is the Appalachian highway program under which a total of $176 million has been obligated in Kentucky. The Federal share is $110 million.

Highway transportation currently accounts for more
than eight out of every ten dollars of the total national
transportation investment, or about 16 percent of the gross
national product. These statistics describe a function
whose welfare is of vital concern to every one of us. All
studies of future transportation needs indicate that highways must continue to carry the lion's share of the travel
demand through the next few decades. Thus, it is evident
that improvements to the Nation's streets and highways
cannot be appreciably diminished, In recognition of this
situation, the bills recently introduced by the congressional
committees would increase slightly the total magnitude of
the Federal-aid highway programs over the next few years,
as compared with total annual authorizations provided by
the 1968 Federal-Aid Highway Act.

All this constitutes a huge investment in better highways, but the taxpayer is getting his money back with interest in lives saved and in economic, recreational and
social benefits. I know it is unnecessary for me to list
for you the contributions highway transportation makes to
the high standard of living we enjoy in the United States.
But I would like to ci.te the fine progress you are making
in constructing the Interstate System within your borders.
It must be kept in mind that the sooner the system i s
finished, the sooner will all its benefits be enjoyed.

Other provisions in the draft bills deal specifically
with the Interstate System. As you know, the 1956 legislation called for completion of the Interstate System by
1972, and provided funding adequate to finance the expanded program through the 16-year period. Because of system expansion, price and wage increases and changing design standards, the original estimates of the cost and time
needed to complete the system have since been revised
upwards. The latest estimate, submitted to the Congress
earlier this year, indicates that the full system could be
completed by the late 1970's at a total cost of nearly $70
billion.

Of the 738 miles of Interstate routes designated for
Kentucky, 574 miles or 78 percent were opened to traffic
as of last June 30. This was higher than the national
average of 71 percent. Under construction in your State
are 38 miles, while 126 miles were in engineering or
right-of-way status. Your State can be proud of its Interstate System progress.
The present Federal-aid program, with its concentration on completion of the Interstate program, was basically outlined in 1956 legislation. Now with the goal in
sight of completing the Interstate, legislative proposals to
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The bills passed by the Senate and being considered
by the House would authorize Federal funds to complete

the Interstate System. The bills differ to some extent,
since the House bill contains additional authorizations to
counteract anticipated price increases over the next several years. Both bills presume an extension of the duration of the Highway Trust Fund as the source of Federal
funds needed to complete the Interstate System. However,
the Ways and Means Committee of the House, rather than
the Public Works Committee, initiates legislation concerning the Trust Fund.

Public Works Committee a report on the need for a continuing Federal-aid highway program. Included in this
program was a recommendation, adopted unanimously by
the member departments, that the Highway Trust Fund be
extended through 1985, and continue to be used for highway
purposes only.
The bill passed by the Senate on October 2, 1970,
S. 4418, provides for substantial completion of the Interstate System by June 30, 1977. This would require an extension of the Highway Trust Fund through December 31,
1977, in order to accrue sufficient user revenues to finance the estimated Interstate authorizations and the expanded group of non-Interstate highway programs.

Let me spend a few minutes on the prospects for
Federal-aid program financing over the next few years.
As you know, the major Federal-aid highway programs
are financed from a Highway Trust Fund established in
1956. The Highway Trust Fund is the repository for revenues derived from Federal motor fuel taxes and certain
other Federal taxes levied on highway users. Funds
authorized by the Congress for the Federal-aid highway
programs are apportioned annually among the States by
the Secretary of Transportation in accordance with formulas established by the Congress. This orderly process
has provided for the States a framework for sound financial planning which is vital to the success of any largescale public works undertaking.

H. R. 19504, the bipartisan bill reported to the House
on October 2, 1970, provides for completion of the Interstate System by June 30, 1978. In addition to providing
Interstate authorizations sufficient to fully finance the
latest estimated system costs and to account for anticipated price increases, the House bill would also initiate
several new program activities to be financed from the
Highway Trust Fund. In total, the bill provides for authorizations which would require extending the Trust Fund
through June 30, 1979, to accrue sufficient revenues.

The Highway Revenue Act of 1956, which established the Highway Trust Fund, tied its life to the estimated time to complete the Interstate System. Under
present law, the Highway Trust Fund will expire on
September 30, 1972; that is, highway user taxes collected
after that date will be paid into the general fund of the
Treasury rather than the Trust Fund.

The Administration proposals· for completion of the
Interstate System, extension of the ABC program, and
continuation of the life of the Highway Trust Fund were
transmitted to the Congress _by Secretary of Transportation John A. Volpe on June 9, 1970. The Administration
proposals resulted from a lengthy consideration of several alternative financing plans . The final decision was
made by President Nixon and reflects his firm commitment to complete the Interstate System as soon as practicable. The Administration proposal would also authorize financing from the Trust Fund for forest highways,
public lands highways, highway beautification, State and
community highway safety programs, and highway safety
research and development. In the past these authorizations have been financed from the general fund of the
Treasury.

We have estimated that revenues accruing to the
Trust Fund through September 30, 1972 , will be adequate
to cover only the Federal-aid funds apportioned to date
for the fiscal years through 1971 plus a portion of the 1972
authorization. Unless the terminal date of the Highway
Trust Fund is extended by the Congress, the fiscal year
1972 apportionment, which must by law be made before
January 1, 1971, will consist only of ABC, Traffic Operations Program to Increase Capacity and Safety, and rural
primary and secondary funds in the same amounts authorized for fiscal year 1971 plus about $1 billion of the $4
billion Interstate authorization. About $3 billion of the
1972 Interstate authorization could not be apportioned under present legislation.

In our view, forest highways and public lands highways serve substantially the same function as other
Federal-aid system routes, and in most cases are themselves located on a Federal-aid system. Trust Fund financing will also aid in insuring an adequate continuing
source of Federal-aid funds for the forest and public lands
highway programs.

Thus, it is evident that some congressional action
is required in 1970 in order to maintain the continuity of
the highly successful co-operative Federal-State highway
program. Actually, the House bill, H. R. 19504, includes
a provision in Title III recommended by the Committee
on Ways and Means which would extend the Trust Fund for
another five years, through September 30, 1977. The
Committee on Ways and Means favors the completion of
the Interstate System. Although a five-year extension is
not sufficient to achieve this result, Title ill does give
assurance that the funding of the Interstate System will
not be interrupted in the period immediately ahead and,
at the same time, provides adequate time to consider
possible modifications in highway financing.

The highway beautification and safety programs and
the highway safety research and development programs
are also of direct benefit to those who use the Federalaid systems. We feel that it is logical that the costs of
these programs should be met by user revenues deposited
in the Trust Fund and not from the general fund of the
Treasury.
As I mentioned earlier, the House bill would provide only a five-year extension of the Highway Trust Fund,
to September 30, 1977. The Ways and Means Committee
favors completion of the Interstate System, and while it
is hazardous to speculate on specific provisions which
may ultimately be signed into law, I am confident that the
Trust Fund will be extended beyond its 1972 expiration date.

In April of this year, Douglas Fugate, President of
the American Association of State Highway Officials and
Virginia Highway Commissioner, presented to the House
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The Senate bill adds a requirement for departmental
guidelines for avoiding, minimizing or overcoming possible
adverse economic, social, environmental and other impacts
from highway projects. Subsequently, only those projects
accompanied by an analysis identifying such impacts and
including adequate measures for dealing with them would
be approved by the Federal Government. These potential
impacts include air, noise, and water pollution; destruction or disruption of man-made and natural resources,
aesthetic values, community cohesion, and the availability
of public facilities and services; adverse employment effects; tax and property value losses; injurous displacement
of people, businesses, and farms; and disruption of desirable community and regional growth.

Turning back to the substantive provisions of the
legislative proposals, both bills contain provisions for establishing a minimum Interstate apportionment factor to
any single State of one-half percent. This provision is
designed to offset an undesirable situation wherein certain States which are close to completing their portions
of the Interstate System would receive an annual apportionment insufficient to maintain adequate construction
progress. If no relief were granted, these States would
in effect be penalized by the Interstate apportionment provisions.
Both congressional bills would also provide a mechanism for the Secretary of Transportation to remove from
the Interstate System those controversial route segments
which could obviously not be completed at the same time
as the remainder of the system.

You can easily visualize the potential impact of this
provision of the highway program at all levels. Because
of the magnitude of the issues involved, and the administrative complexities which might arise in implementing
the proposal, the Transportation Department has suggested
that a study be conducted, leading to a report to the Congress in 1972 on the subject of proposed environmental
guidelines, together with recommendations for their application to all transportation projects.

I should emphasize at this point that Interstate progress to date has been good. With 71 percent of the system
now open to traffic, and although in total dollar value only
a little over half the funds required for completion of the
system have been obligated, only four per cent of the mileage has not advanced beyond preliminary status. Only a
very few miles of routes in a handful of States could be
classified as really under serious controversy. Some of
these controversial routes, however, are located in large
cities, and might involve significant amounts of Interstate
funds.

The Senate and House bills would authorize the Federal Highway Administrator to approve as part of the cost
of a highway project the cost of constructing new housing,
acquiring existing housing, rehabilitating existing housing,
or relocating existing housing as replacement housing for
individuals displaced by the project. The authority would
be conditioned on a certification by the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development that replacement housing was
not available and could not otherwise be made available.
The Department of Transportation fully supports this proposal. AASHO also feels that this authority is needed in
order to assure adequate housing and just compensation
for displacees while not unduly disrupting necessary highway construction.

Both congressional bills exhibit substantial concern
for the increasing backlog of urban transportation demands.
Both S. 4418 and R.R. 19504 would create a new Federalaid system in cities and urban areas, although the details
of both proposals are somewhat different.
We are all aware of the pressing transportation needs
in our large urban areas. Both the 1968 and 1970 National
Highway Needs Reports highlighted urban problems.
AASHO's post-Interstate highway program recommendations
included a proposal for a metropolitan highway program.
It is inevitable that the next few years will lead to Federalaid system changes which greatly expand the portion of
urban streets eligible for such improvements. More information relating to major Federal-aid system modifications will be available in 1972, when we expect to have results from field surveys of the costs and benefits of making
needed highway improvements.

Obviously, the Department of Housing and Urban
Development must be closely involved in implementing
any housing construction program. FHWA and AASHO
do not want to build houses, nor will we assume the functions of presently authorized State and local housing agencies. Our concern reflects only a desire to proceed with
orderly construction of needed highway improvements with
least possible inconvenience to any individual.

The House bill also contains a provision to increase
the Federal share of non-Interstate program costs from
50 percent to 70 percent, starting with fiscal year 1974,
in recognition of the increased competition for scarce dollars at the State and local government levels. This is
another example of a proposal that ·appears to have considerable merit.

We have long since been aware of the relationship
between highways and the environment. Anyone who has
participated in a Federal-aid program in recent years
knows of FHWA's requirements for public hearings, evaluation of social and economic effects, preservation of undeveloped land, landscaping and scenic enhancement, and
coordination with other public programs. These efforts
will become even more important in the 1970's.

Both committees feel that Highway Trust Funds
should provide more assistance for bus transit operations,
although the provisions in each bill are radically different.
The House bill would build on the authority which we have
now, and have been using to advantage, to participate in
the costs of preferential bus lanes and other similar capital improvements. We fully support this provision, as I
am certain you also do. Improving bus transit operations
brings immediate benefits to all highway users.

You may have read of a recent reorganization within
FHWA. This was accomplished in order to better employ
our staff resources, and to reflect the recent separation
from FHWA of the National Highway Safety Bureau. As
a result, we are able to provide needed emphasis to expanding program areas such as environmental considerations, safety, relocation assistance, and the equal opportunity programs.- I can assure you that the reorganization
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will not change the basic and highly successful FederalState partnership for managing the Federal-aid programs.

you share my feeling that 1970 will take its place as one
of the most eventful years for the Federal-aid highway
program.

I have truly appreciated this opportunity to discuss
some of our common interests with you. I am confident
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